If the distribution of industrial employment is uneven across regions, changes in patterns of production will require the reallocation of labour across regions as well as industries. In this paper we consider this aspect of the adjustment process. Specifically, we compare the geographical mobility of the workforce in the UK and Spain, and examine the extent to which differences in mobility explain differences in the probability of exiting unemployment between the two countries.
Introduction
illustrates the unemployment rate in the UK and Spain over the last 30 years. In the early 1970s unemployment rates were approximately equal. Since the mid-1980s the Spanish unemployment rate has been consistently twice as large as that in the UK, with both countries experiencing a closely synchronized cyclical pattern. Unemployment % Spain UK 1973 1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 Numerous authors have documented and attempted to explain these patterns. If there is a consensus, it is that a combination of adverse shocks and differences in labour market institutions across countries have caused both the general increase and the divergence of unemployment rates across OECD countries. See, for example, Blanchard & Wolfers (2000) . The most commonly-cited institutional features are unemployment benefit systems, employment protection legislation, union power and wage-setting co-ordination: see Tables 4 and 5 in Nickell (1997) for an illustration.
An additional feature of both Spanish and UK labour markets which has attracted attention recently is the level of inter-regional migration. In both countries it has been suggested that the relative immobility of labour across regions has contributed to increases in the equilibrium level of unemployment. In the UK, it has been suggested that the structure of housing tenure has restricted the geographical mobility of workers (Hughes & McCormick 1981 , Cameron & Muellbauer 1998 , Henley 1998 , Gardner, Pierre & Oswald 2001 . In Spain, it has frequently been argued that the level of labour mobility is "too low" and that this has led to higher equilibrium unemployment rates (Bentolila & Blanchard 1990) . Labour mobility between regions in Spain appeared to fall between the 1960s and the 1980s (Bentolila 1997) , while mobility within regions increased (Bover & Arellano 2001) .
The great majority of the empirical literature on regional migration analyses the determinants of migration. There are essentially two strands of a large literature. The first analyses the aggregate determinants of net migration such as differential unemployment and wage rates (e.g. Cameron & Muellbauer 1998) . The second uses micro-level data to analyse the determinants of the individual probability of migration (e.g. Pissarides & Wadsworth 1989 , Antolin & Bover 1997 , or equivalently aggregate gross migration rates (Jackman & Savouri 1992 ).
This paper differs in that we consider how differences in geographical mobility between the UK and Spain influence transition probabilities between labour market states, and hence the equilibrium level of employment and unemployment. We use comparable individual-level data for each country and compare the transition probabilities between labour market states, and examine how inter-regional migration impacts on these probabilities. We use individual-level data because, as noted by Bover, Barćia-Perea & Portugal (2000) ". . . aggregate data masks interactions between individual and institutional characteristics, giving rise to biases or the cancellation of interesting effects." Although there are many studies of migration and unemployment transitions which use individual-level data for the UK and Spain, none, as far as we are aware, make direct comparisons between the two countries using comparable data and econometric methods.
The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we outline a framework for analysing flows of labour regions. In Section 3 we describe the econometric methodology we use to estimate the relationship between regional mobility and unemployment transitions. In Section 4 we provide some descriptive evidence, and our econometric results are reported in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.
Job search and geographical mobility
The processes of job search and geographical mobility are not easy to disentangle. For example, individuals may search over a wide geographical area without changing location, and then move residence once a job has been found. Alternatively, if the costs of job search increase with distance, individuals may choose to relocate before they find work provided that the expected return to searching is greater in the new location. Gregg, Machin & Manning (2001) argue that the relationship between economic state and mobility is plagued by simultaneity. Those who are more willing to move region are more likely to find a job, while those search for work more intensively are more likely to move region.
The standard economic model of migration (Sjaastad (1962) is an early example) posits that migration occurs when the discounted stream of future earnings in the new location outweighs the costs of moving. In this framework, migrants respond to differences in unemployment rates or average earnings between regions and hence migration serves to equalise these differences over time. As noted by Jackman & Savouri (1992) , however, this approach does not help to explain the large observed flows both into and out of high unemployment or low-wage regions.
Following Jackman & Savouri, we prefer to view inter-regional migration as the outcome of a search process: migration occurs when a job-seeker from one region finds a match with a vacancy from another region. In this framework job-seekers do not generally move to other regions in order to search for work. This is supported by various pieces of empirical evidence. Böheim & Taylor (1999) show that only 8.6% of those who move residence in the UK in the 1990s for job-related reasons did so to search for work. Gregg et al. (2001) also argue that moving region is more difficult for those who do not have a job, and they provide evidence that those who move region and find work generally find work before moving.
The hiring function
The basic concept we use to try and understand the relationship between migration and unemployment transitions is the hiring (or matching) function.
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We follow the framework of Jackman & Savouri (1992) . The total number of hires per period is a function of the stocks of unemployed U (or more generally, job-seekers) and vacancies V in the economy:
Now suppose we arbitrarily split this economy into regions. With perfect mobility between regions, exactly the same number of matches will occur, but some of these matches will be between job-seekers and vacancies in different regions, leading to migration. The number of individuals who migrate from region i to region j, m ij , is given by the number of job-seekers from region i who find a job in region j,
where u i is the share of unemployment in region i and v j is the share of vacancies in region j. Total out-migration from region i is
and total in-migration to region i is
Net migration into region i is therefore
So, for example, net migration will be positive if a region has a higher share of vacancies than unemployed. In the extreme case where one region has all the vacancies (v i = 1) and none of the job-seekers (u i = 0) then net migration is simply h, the total number of hires.
The total level of migration is given by
1 For a detailed description of this framework, see Mortensen (1986) and Pissarides (2000) .
where the term 1 − u i v i is an index of mismatch. In the extreme case where region 1 has all the vacancies and region 2 has all the job-seekers, this index will be equal to zero, and total migration is equal to total hires. If one region has all the vacancies and all the job-seekers, this index is 0 and no migration occurs.
Now suppose that the costs of migration are such that moving region is impossible. We now have a number of separate regions i with hires
Under constant returns to scale, 2 the number of matches will be exactly the same as with a single integrated economy, but only if there is no mismatch in the proportions u i and v i . Splitting the labour market into regions has no effect on equilibrium unemployment if labour market tightness (the ra-
is equal across regions. If regions differ in θ i then the lack of geographical mobility will cause an increase in the equilibrium unemployment rate because the number of matches decrease.
This model suggests that the total amount of migration depends on the total number of job hires in the economy. As shown by Jackman & Savouri ( Figure  3 ) the hiring rate and the migration rate were closely correlated in the UK over the period [1971] [1972] [1973] [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] . In Figure 2 we plot an estimate of h and m for the UK and Spain over the period of our data. 3 h is the rate at which the unemployed find jobs, and m is the rate at which the unemployed move region. Although estimates of m are rather imprecise, especially in Spain, there does appear to be quite a close correlation between the hiring and the migration rate. Note however that the migration rate in Spain (right hand scale) is far lower than that in the UK.
The individual transition out of unemployment
From the aggregate hiring function, Equation (1), it follows that the probability of an individual job-seeker matching with a vacancy is h/U . We now need to consider how h/U varies across individuals in terms of their willingness to migrate. We can decompose Equation (1) 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 Figure 2: Hiring rates and migration rates amongst the unemployed of "contacts" between the job seeker and vacancies, and the probability that each contact results in a hire.
where µ is the matching probability and λ is the rate at which job-seekers and vacancies contact each other. We now assume that individual job-seekers vary in the number of contacts λ which occur, by introducing a term c i which refers to search effectiveness of individual i: an individual with a higher value of c i will receive more job offers (or contacts). Search effectiveness is a function of, amongst other things, the willingness to move region, because an individual who searches for jobs in the whole economy will have a higher contact rate than one who only searches in their local region: search effectiveness, and the probability of exiting unemployment, depends on the job-seeker's willingness to move region. The individual transition rate out of unemployment can therefore be written as
where c i is a function of willingness to move region.
We therefore need to consider how willingness to move region varies across individuals and what determines whether individuals search for jobs in other regions. As noted, the traditional economic view of migration compares the costs and benefits of residence in each region, where benefits are defined in terms of the expected value of employment. This in turn is a function of the average wage and the employment rate in each region. In our framework, however, the average regional wage and employment rate are relatively unimportant, since job-seekers are deciding whether to accept or reject a particular job offer from a particular region. If the net present value of that job offer exceeds the value of staying in the current region, an individual will choose to move. (Regional average wages and employment rates may however affect the number of potentially acceptable job offers from a region.)
Instead, we assume that individuals differ in their propensity to move region, for two reasons. First, the cost of acquiring information about job opportunities in other regions may vary across individuals. Gregg et al. (2001) suggest that in the UK some vacancies (those offering unskilled work) are not advertised nationally. An unskilled worker in one region may therefore find it difficult to acquire information about job opportunities in other regions. The second reason why the propensity to move region varies across individuals is due to differences in the fixed cost of migration. If the costs of moving are high enough, then the expected return to search in another region may be negative. The costs of moving will in turn be a function of:
• Housing tenure. It has often been suggested in the UK literature that those in private rented accommodation face lower mobility costs than either those who are buying their houses (e.g. Oswald 1996) or those who rent in the public sector (e.g. Hughes & McCormick 1981) .
• Partner's economic status. Since the decision to move usually affects the whole household, we would expect that those whose partners are currently in employment in one region will be less mobile between regions than those who are single, since any regional migration will potentially involve the partner having to search for new employment.
• Child care. Families with children might be expected to be less mobile, and this might vary with the age of the children.
• Psychological costs, such as family ties.
• Credit constraints. As noted by Gregg et al. (2001) the unemployed in particular might find it difficult to move region if they face credit constraints.
This framework suggests that individuals vary in the costs they face when moving region, as a result of the factors listed above. Those who face low costs are more likely to search for jobs in regions other than their region of residence, and will therefore tend on average to receive higher numbers of job offers. This provides us with a potential method for estimating the relationship between inter-region migration and unemployment transitions, which we outline in Section 3.
The data we use do not allow us to identify contacts or whether a particular contact between a job-seeker and a vacancy results in a match. We cannot therefore test directly whether differences in the costs of migration affect λ or µ. Instead, we use information on the labour market status for each individual at 12-month intervals. This allows us to estimate the transition rates between labour market states. In other words, we can estimate a reduced form of Equation (2) if we can identify factors which affect c i across individuals.
Econometric methods
In measuring the impact of migration propensity on the likelihood of exiting unemployment a number of econometric issues arise. Firstly the dependent variables in both the migration and the unemployment exit equations are binary. This necessitates the use of limited dependent variable methods. The underlying propensity to migrate from one region to another between t and t+1 is modelled as a linear function of individual and household characteristics, and the proportion of unemployed and vacancies in that region.
The propensity y * 1 is unobserved, and so the observable indicator variable m is defined as
That is, an individual is observed to move region (m i = 1) if their underlying propensity is sufficiently high.
In this model X 1 includes any characteristics which affect the cost of moving from one region to another, but which do not affect the arrival rate of job offers from the origin region. For example, having a working partner will almost certainly increase the costs of mobility. If having a working partner does not affect the arrival rate of job offers from the origin region then individuals with working partners experience lower transition rates out of employment because they are unable to move region. In this sense X 1 includes variables which identify the effect of regional mobility on unemployment outflows. X 1 also includes those characteristics which affect the proportion of job offers received from the home region. For example, higher-educated workers may receive a greater proportion of job-offers from other regions, increasing the probability of moving. Note that if a characteristic increases the offer arrival rate equally in all regions, it will not affect the probability of migration. Note that many variables which affect the proportion of job offers received from the origin region will also affect the total number of job offers received, and so will also be included in the unemployment transition model.
Finally, X 1 includes the terms u r,t−1 and v r,t−1 , the relative unemployment and vacancy rates in the region of residence at time t − 1. A high value of u r,t−1 should increase migration because it increases the proportion of job offers received from outside regions. A high value of v r,t−1 should reduce migration because it reduces the proportion of job offers from outside regions.
We model y * 1 using a standard Probit estimator (Greene 2000, p.812) and from this predict the migration propensity of each individual. This is then used as a regressor in Equation (4). The use of a generated variable in this way produces consistent estimates providedŷ * 1 is uncorrelated with u 2 . However an appropriate correction is needed to the variance-covariance matrix to account for the sampling variation in the first stage parameters (Wooldridge 2002, p.116) .
The propensity to exit unemployment is given by:
As before, we do not observe y * 2 , and therefore the observable dummy variable indicating whether an individual exits unemployment, j, is defined as
Thus an individual is observed to exit unemployment if their propensity is sufficiently high. Note that y * 2 is a function ofŷ * 1 , the migration propensity from Equation (3). The coefficient onŷ * 1 is therefore an estimate of the effect of migration propensity on the probability of exiting unemployment.
In Equation (4), the explanatory variables X 2 include those characteristics which affect both λ and µ in Equation (2). As noted, this will include many (but not all) of the variables which entered in X 1 . Of course, these variables may have a different impact on y * 2 than they had on y * 1 . Crucially, X 2 excludes those variables in X 1 which are assumed to affect the costs of migration but which do not affect search intensity directly.
Data and descriptive statistics 4.1 The data
The data we use are taken from the UK Labour Force Survey (LFS) and the Spanish Active Population Survey (APS) for the years 1987-1998. These surveys are conducted under a similar methodology and offer generally comparable information for each country (Office for National Statistics 2002, Instituto Nacional de Estadística 2002). The data also offer large sample sizes -approximately 60,000 households are interviewed each year. This is important, because as we will show, inter-regional migration is actually a rare event, particularly in Spain. In order to estimate Equations (3) and (4) successfully we therefore need large samples. We focus on the years covering roughly the last decade as these are the only years where the relevant information is available in both surveys.
In every year of the survey, individuals are asked about their current labour force status (working, unemployed, inactive) and their region of residence. Crucially, individuals are also asked about their labour force status and region 12 months previously. Thus, although the survey is not a panel in the sense that the same individuals are interviewed more than once, it is possible to measure transitions between labour market states and movements between regions over a 12-month period. The data also contain numerous other individual charac-teristics, including age, sex and educational qualifications. Because the data come from household surveys, it is straightforward to link individuals who live in the same household to construct measures of household structure, including marital status, whether an individual's partner is in employment, number and age of children and so on. 
Regional definitions
A practical issue is the appropriate definition of a "region". Ideally, we would want to define a region separately for each household as the area within which it is possible to start a new job without incurring any costs of migration. However, the geographical information available in the data is far more limited. The most disaggregated definitions of region available consistently across the sample period are listed in Table 2 , together with their area and population. These correspond to Administrative Regions in each country.
As is clear, the regional definitions we use vary considerably both across regions and across countries, and nor do they correspond closely to our preferred definition. In particular, the Spanish regions are much larger on average, although there is greater variation in area and population within Spain. If the costs of moving region were related to distance, this might reduce the level of migration in Spain relative to the UK. However, in the model the probability of moving region is just the probability of receiving an acceptable job offer from another region. If the costs of moving are primarily a fixed cost above a certain distance, then this difference in average region size would not matter 
Regional mobility
In Table 3 we show the proportion of the sample who report living in a different region to that 12 months previously. In the UK individuals are also asked if they are living at a different address than 12 months previously. The difference between columns (1) and (2) therefore gives an estimate of intra-regional migration. Information on changes of address is not available in the Spanish data, but individuals are asked if they are living in a different municipality than 12 months previously. The difference between columns (3) and (4) therefore gives another estimate of intra-regional mobility, but only for those who move municipality.
Inter-regional migration rates in the UK are about six times greater on average than in Spain. Even so, rates in the UK are probably not that high by international standards. Greenwood (1997, Table 3 : Regional mobility by year (%) large differences in the physical size of regions across countries, there appears to be considerable variation in inter-regional migration.
The cyclical pattern of migration is also very different. In the UK migration is pro-cyclical and follows the hiring rate. In Spain, in complete contrast, the inter-region migration rate has consistently fallen over this sample period, even though the cyclical patterns of the two economies have been quite similar, as shown in Figure 1 . It is also interesting to note that the migration patterns of the unemployed (Figure 2 ) are far more cyclical in Spain than the migration patterns of the population as a whole. Table 4 shows the transition rates between labour market states for the UK and Spain over the sample period. J denotes "in employment", U denotes "unemployed and actively seeking work" and N is a catch-all category for "inactive". Thus the column headed U → J shows the percentage of those in unemployment 12 months previously who are now in employment. In 1988 in the UK, for example, our estimate of the unemployment to employment transition rate is 36.13%. In contrast to the basic model, which assumes that only the unemployed are actively seeking work, a large number of hires take place as the result of job-to-job movements. Column (1) of Table 4 therefore reports the percentage of those in employment 12 months previously who changed employer. In the econometric results (Section 5) we concentrate on transitions out of unemployment into employment. We do this partly for simplicity but also because evidence suggests that it is this rate which is the most important factor in determining the equilibrium level of employment. As noted by Layard, Nickell & Jackman (1991, p.225) , in most countries it is the duration of unemployment spells (the inverse of the transition rate from U to J) which is the key determinant of the unemployment rate.
Labour market transitions
Column (2) of Table 4 shows that the inflow rate to unemployment from jobs is higher in Spain, while Column (4) shows that the outflow rate from unemployment to Jobs is lower. Both of these are consistent with the higher unemployment rate in Spain over the sample period. As a crude approximation, the steady-state unemployment rate is given by l/(l + h) where l is the firing rate and h is the hiring rate. The sample means from Table 4 are consistent with unemployment rates of 8% in the UK and 14% in Spain.
However, it would not be correct to characterise the Spanish labour market as unambiguously less "flexible" than the UK one, partly because job-to-job transition rates appear considerably higher in Spain, and in fact have increased noticeably over the sample period. Although we are not convinced that the job-to-job transitions are strictly comparable across countries, the increase in Spanish rate across the sample period is nevertheless dramatic.
A final noteworthy difference between the two countries concerns transitions into and out of "inactivity", which are far higher in the UK (Columns (5) and (6)). This suggests to us that this state is being used far more as a route to employment in the UK than it is in Spain. Transitions from unemployment to inactivity and transitions from inactivity to jobs are some three times higher in the UK.
Simple tests of the model
Our model of regional mobility has a number of simple testable implications. First, the theory equates regional mobility with job-seeking. This would imply in its simplest form that only those seeking jobs at t − 1 move region. It also seems reasonable to suppose that the intensity of job-seeking varies with employment status, and so Table 5 reports the migration rate for each employment status 12 months prior to the survey. In Spain, migration rates are highest for the unemployed, and lowest for those reported to be inactive. Although differences between the three groups are small, this is consistent with the notion that the unemployed are more actively seeking work. In contrast, in the UK those with the highest migration rates are actually those reported to be inactive. This may be partly be due to the fact that in the UK those who are inactive are actually often seeking work (as reported in Table 4 ), but it also shows that migration is not simply an outcome of job search.
A second implication of our model is that individuals will only move region if they have a job to go to. Migrants who are unemployed at t − 1 (12 months before the survey) should generally be in employment at t, less those who lose their job in the interim. A weaker test would be to see whether transition rates out of unemployment are higher for migrants than non-migrants. To examine this, Table 6 reports the rate at which migrants and non-migrants move between each of the three labour market states. Table 6 : Employment transitions by migration status Table 6 shows that in both countries migrants have substantially higher exit rates from unemployment than non-migrants. In the UK, 48% of migrants who were unemployed at t − 1 are in employment at t, compared to 36% of nonmigrants. The difference is even greater in Spain, with 52% of migrants exiting unemployment compared to 31% of non-migrants. There is also evidence of far higher rates of job-to-job movement for migrants. In both countries, over one-third of all those in employment at t − 1 who migrate are working for a new employer at t. Unsurprisingly, migration is associated with a higher rate of job hires.
Although these facts accord with the simple model which equates migration with job matches, is unsatisfactory in that it does not explain why migrants have a higher rate of job loss as well as job acquisition. In the UK nearly 9% of migrants who were employed at t − 1 are unemployed at t, compared to only 3% of non-migrants. In Spain an even higher proportion of migrants lose their jobs, over 25%. Similarly, our assumption that the unemployed only move region if they have a job to go to is challenged by the fact that a substantial number of migrants remain in unemployment (35% in the UK, 40% in Spain).
There are at least two possible explanations which are consistent with our model. First, because we are measuring employment status over a discrete 12-month interval, it is possible that migrants find employment, change region and then lose their job. In the UK data we can examine this by looking at whether those who are unemployed at t − 1 and t actually left a job in the last 12 months. If they have, then this would suggest that they had a job in the intervening period. From this measure, we find that about 23% of migrants who are unemployed at t and t − 1 had a job in the intervening period. This obviously reduces the proportion of migrants who appear to move without finding a job match.
The second possible explanation for migrants failing to find a job match is that the migration occurs because a partner finds a job match. For example, a non-working woman may move region because their partner finds a job in a new region, but may themselves remain non-employed. In Table 7 we report labour market transitions for migrants split by the employment status of the individual's partner. Table 7 shows that in both the UK and Spain the proportion of single migrants who remain unemployed is approximately the same as the overall proportion of migrants who remain unemployed (37% in the UK, 39% in Spain). Interestingly, however, there are noticeable differences in the transitions out of unemployment depending on partner's economic status. In the UK, by far the highest exit rates from unemployment (67%) are among those who also have an employed partner. 4 In Spain, in complete contrast, the highest exit rates (68% and 56%) are among those whose partners are inactive or those who are single.
Thus in Spain there is some evidence that migration is more closely associ- Table 7 : Employment transitions of migrants by partner's economic status ated with job acquisition for those whose partners are not economically active, which is consistent with the model. However, in the UK job acquisition among migrants is actually higher for those whose partners are economically active. We should recognise therefore that although job acquisition is an important (perhaps the most important) determinant of migration, our simple model does not capture all the causes of migration.
Econometric results
We now turn to formal multivariate econometric modelling of the relationship between migration and unemployment exit rates, using estimates of Equations (3) and (4). Because we are using individual level data, we are able to control for possible differences in migration and unemployment transitions which occur because of differences in the characteristics of the samples or because of different effects of those characteristics. Table 8 summarises the means and deviations of the explanatory variables we use in the econometric analysis. We are restricted to those variables which are available on a consistent basis both across countries and across the sample period, and we therefore concentrate on a limited number of key characteristics. We include labour market state at t − 1 because our model suggests that migration (and labour market transitions) depend on search intensity, which will tend to be higher for those who are unemployed and actively seeking work. It also seems likely that search intensity and migration propensities vary with age, possibly because the costs of moving increase with age. A key variable in our analysis is some measure of "skill", since it seems likely that both migration propensity and unemployment transitions will vary considerably across skill groups. Our measure of skill is based on qualifications received, rather than on occupation, because information on occupation is not necessarily available for individuals who are not currently employed.
The model suggests that variation in unemployment and vacancy rates across regions will affect both migration and unemployment transitions. In Equation (3), the probability of migration is positively affected by the relative unemployment and vacancy rates in the current region compared to all other regions. A high relative unemployment rate should increase out-migration, while a high relative vacancy rate should reduce out-migration.
The final set of variables are intended to capture differences in costs of migration. As noted in Section 2, migration propensity will vary with the costs of migration, which in turn will be a function of inter alia housing tenure and household structure. The data do not allow us to identify household tenure at t − 1, and so the variables we focus on are based on household structure, namely whether the household has children of pre-school or school age, and the employment status of each individual's partner.
The Spanish sample has a considerably higher proportion reporting inactivity than the UK sample, a younger age structure and a higher proportion with no educational qualifications. Table 9 reports estimates of Equation (3) using the entire sample pooled across years and across employment status at t − 1. 5 We found that due to the very small numbers migrating, particularly in Spain, a pooled model was necessary to identify significant factors. The effects of most personal characteristics are qualitatively similar for both countries. Migration propensity is decreasing strongly in age, although in Spain the most mobile group are those age 26-35, rather than those aged 16-25 as in the UK. This may be a result of young people tending to remain in the parental home for longer in Spain. Females are less mobile than males in both countries, although the effect is significant only in Spain. In both countries migration increases significantly with skill-level. In the UK this effect is large: the overall average probability of migration is 1.46%, while for those with "Post-school qualifications" it is 2.85% (1.46 + 1.39), and for those with higher education qualifications it is 4.6% (1.46 + 3.16). In Spain there is also an increase in mobility with education, but each group is far less likely to migrate than its counterpart in the UK. Spanish workers with higher education qualifications have a migration probability of only 0.39% (0.25+0.14), for example. So we can say that the large differences in migration between the two countries are almost certainly not due to differences in the age and skill-level of the population.
Migration results
The next set of coefficient estimates are those intended to measure the costs of migration. In the UK, as expected, individuals living in households with children are significantly less mobile, and this effect is large for households with school-age children. In Spain, the negative effect is only apparent for school-age children. In both countries individuals with employed partners are significantly less likely to move, as predicted, while in the UK those with unemployed or inactive partners are actually more likely to move than the base group (those without partners). In Spain, the most mobile are those without a partner in the household.
The most surprising results from Table 9 are those on the relative unemployment rates. Our model unambiguously predicts that individuals living in regions with relatively high unemployment rates or relatively low vacancy rates should receive a greater proportion of job offers from other regions, and should therefore be more likely to migrate. The coefficient on relative vacancy rates is therefore correctly signed, although insignificantly different from zero in Spain. However, our results suggest that individuals in high unemployment regions are actually significantly less likely to migrate. We have experimented with various specifications to see how robust this result is, and it does appear consistent. Note that our specification includes region and time dummies, and so this effect is not caused by omitted regional fixed-effects. That is, it is not simply the case that migration propensity is lower in high unemployment regions. We are puzzled by this result, but it is not unusual in the large literature measuring migration. Pissarides & Wadsworth (1989) for the UK and Antolin & Bover (1997) for Spain, estimate similar migration equations using the same data, and both find similar results.
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As noted earlier, our definitions of regions are crude and do not correspond closely to the theoretical idea of a region being an area within which one can change jobs without changing residence. It might be suggested that more disaggregated unemployment rates would give more satisfactory results. As noted both by Pissarides & Wadsworth and Antolin & Bover, these results also highlight that personal characteristics are more important in explaining migration decisions than regional demand conditions.
Unemployment transition results
From our estimates of Equation (3) we can calculate an estimate of the migration propensity for each individual, denotedŷ * 1 . We would expect that individuals with higher migration propensities will have higher exit rates from unemployment. Table 10 reports estimates of Equation (4). In order to identify the effect of migration propensity on unemployment exit rates we require that some variables affect the costs of migration without (directly) affecting the offer arrival rate. We have therefore excluded the variables measuring the number of children from estimates of Equation (4).
As with the migration estimates, the coefficients on the age and qualifications variables are as expected and similar across countries. Younger workers and workers with higher qualifications have higher exit rates from unemployment. It is interesting to note that in the UK the difference between those with no qualifications and all other qualification groups is much greater than in Spain, suggesting a greater penalty in the UK for being in the bottom skill group. Females in the UK have significantly higher exit rates, while females in Spain have significantly lower exit rates. As noted in Section 4, in the UK those with employed partners have much higher exit rates, although this effect is mitigated somewhat for women. The coefficient onŷ * 1 is significant and positive in both countries. As expected, individuals with higher predicted propensities to migrate have higher unemployment transitions. Note that this is not due to the fact that those with high m * tend to be younger and more qualified, since we have also included these variables in the second stage regression. Significantly, the marginal effect of y * 1 is much larger in the UK than in Spain. Evaluated at the means of the data, the elasticity of the probability of exiting unemployment with respect to the migration propensity is 0.932 for the UK and only 0.175 for Spain.
UK
7 This suggests that the benefits of greater mobility are far higher in the UK than in Spain. In the context of the model, the increased job offer arrival rate for the mobile in Spain is relatively small.
7 The elasticity is given by
Pr(j=1) .
Migration and skill groups
As noted earlier, Gregg et al. (2001) argue that in the UK the labour market is far more integrated for skilled than for unskilled workers, because vacancies for unskilled jobs tend to be only advertised locally. One implication of this hypothesis is that individuals searching for unskilled vacancies who are willing to move region receive the same number of job offers as a job-seeker who is unwilling to move region. But for job-seekers searching for skilled vacancies the willingness to move region should be more important. Thus an individual's migration propensity should have less impact on their probability of exiting unemployment for unskilled workers. In Table 11 we report estimates of Equation (4) separately for each educational qualification group. In the UK we find no support for the hypothesis that the benefits of being regionally mobile are greater for the more educated. In fact, the coefficient onŷ *
UK

Conclusions
In this paper we have provided comparable descriptive evidence and econometric analysis on the relationship between the probability of migration and the probability of exiting unemployment. We have done this for two countries which have experienced very different unemployment rates and levels of migration. In order to try and disentangle the relationship between migration and job acquisition, we use a simple model of job search which assumes that migration is the result of accepting a job offer from another region. In order to identify the model, we assume that individuals vary in their willingness to search for, or accept, jobs in other regions.
It would seem that Spain is effectively an economy with almost no migration. While rates in the UK are higher, they are still low in comparison with other OECD economies. We find in both countries that individuals' propensities to migrate are similarly correlated with individual and household characteristics, but are at best only weakly affected by the economic conditions of the region in which they live. Indeed, there is evidence, consistent with previous work, that migration is actually negatively related to the relative regional unemployment rate. None of the explanatory variables used to estimate Equation (3) can explain why migration is so much lower (and falling) in Spain, and this is an issue which deserves further analysis. Various authors have suggested that migration in Spain may be low and unresponsive to local demand conditions partly because of the mechanisms for claiming unemployment benefit, for example.
The key result from our analysis of unemployment transitions is that the benefit of increased migration propensity is rather lower in Spain that in the UK. A job-seeker in Spain who is prepared to move regions does have increased unemployment exit rates, but the effect is smaller than in the UK. Note that this result does not simply reflect the fact that migration propensities are so much lower in Spain than in the UK. It is perfectly consistent with the model that job-seekers in Spain who are more willing to migrate should gain as much as mobile job-seekers in the UK.
One possible explanation is that the matching process itself is less efficient in Spain, perhaps because information about vacancies at a national level is less complete in Spain than in the UK, so that those who are willing to move region gain a relatively smaller increase in job offers. More institutional detail would be required to test this hypothesis.
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A second explanation is suggested by Antolin & Bover, who argue that one reason migration is so unusual in Spain is because migrants who are seeking work are placed at the back of "job queues" in their new region. Although this is not strictly consistent with our model (since migrants should only move once they have found a job) this might provide another reason why the more mobile in Spain are less successful at finding work.
To what extent does the lack of migration in Spain lead to lower unemployment exit rates and higher equilibrium unemployment? In fact, because the estimated elasticity ofŷ * 1 with respect to Pr(j = 1) is relatively low in Spain, the effect is quite small. An increase in migration propensity in Spain would have a smaller impact on unemployment exit rates than would an equal and opposite decline in migration propensity in the UK.
A more general finding, which we feel is important, is the extent to which labour (even highly skilled labour) is relatively immobile between regions. For whatever reason, the costs of relocation are clearly high even when regions are hit by negative demand shocks. This result is of course well known, as illustrated by the continuing discussion of regional disparities in unemployment and wages. But perhaps it is worth reiterating that the reallocation of employment across regions caused by industrial restructuring is likely to be costly to workers.
